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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over BCnappe 
(U.S. 6603774) in view of Milovanovic (U.S. 7140016 Bl). 

3. Regarding claim 1, Knappe teaches a method of allocating tasks to a plurality of DSPs to 
handle calls in a voice gateway that receives calls (fig. 1, col. 2, line 41 - col. 3, line 6), the calls 
utilizing a plurality of codecs, at least some of which utilize different amounts of DSP resources, 
I said method including the steps of: first determining if a particular call can be assigned to a 
DSP on a best fit basis (fig. 1, col. 3, lines 7-56). 

4. Knappe does not teach if a call can not be assigned on a best fit basis, assigning said 
particular call on a load balancing basis so as to balance the load on the plurality of DSPs. 

5. Milovanovic teaches (col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) if a call cannot be 
assigned on a best fit basis assigning said particular call on a load balancing basis so as to 
balance the load on the pliirality of DSPs. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to adapt load balancing taught by Milovanovic to Knappe 's system to avoid loss or 
congestion within the system. 
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6. Regarding claim 2, Knappe teaches a system for allocating a plurality of DSPs to handle 
calls in a voice gateway that receives calls (fig. 1, col. 2, line 41 - col. 3, line 6), said calls 
utilizing a plurality of codecs, at least some of said codecs requiring different amounts of DSP 
resources, said system including: means for first determining if a particular call can be assigned 
to a DSP on a best fit basis (fig. 1, col. 3, lines 7-56). 

7. Knappe does not teach means operable if a call can not be assigned on a best fit basis, for 
assigning the call on a load balance basis so as to balance the load on the plurality of DSPs. 

8. Milovanovic teaches (col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) means operable if a call 
can not be assigned on a best fit basis, for assigning the call on a load balance basis so as to 
balance the load on the plurality of DSPs. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to adapt load balancing taught by Milovanovic to Knappe 's system to avoid loss or 
congestion within the system. 

9. Regarding claim 3, Knappe teaches (fig. 1) a method of allocating a plurality of DSPs to 
handle calls in a voice gateway (16, 20), said calls utilizing a plurality of different codecs, said 
codecs requiring a plurality of different amounts of DSP resources, said codec being arranged in 
resource requirement groups, the codecs in each resource requirement group requiring 
substantially the same amount of resources, said method including the steps of: first determining 
if the call can be assigned to a DSP on a best fit basis utilizing a best fit pool which indicates the 
DSPs that would be fiiUy loaded by a call using a codec in the associated resource group (col. 2, 
line 41 - col. 3, line 56). 
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1 0. Knappe does not teach if the call can not be assigned on a best fit basis, assigning the call 
to a DSP utilizing a load balancing pool, which indicates the number of calls on each DSP. 

1 1 . Milovanovic teaches (col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) if the call can not be 
assigned on a best fit basis, assigning the call to a DSP (processor) utilizing a load balancing 
pool, which indicates the number of calls on each DSP (processor). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt load balancing taught by Milovanovic to Knappe 's 
system to avoid loss or congestion within the system. 

12. Regarding claim 4, Knappe teaches (fig. 1) a system for allocating a plurality of DSPs to 
handle calls in a voice gateway (16, 20), said calls utilizing a plurality of different codecs, said 
codecs requiring a plurality of different amounts of DSP resources, said codec being arranged in 
resource requirement groups, the codecs in each resource requirement group requiring 
substantially the same amount of resources, said system including: means for first determining if 
the call can be assigned to a DSP on a best fit basis (col. 2, line 41 - col. 3, line 56) utilizing a 
best fit pool which indicates the DSPs that would be fully loaded by a call using a codec in the 
associated resource group. 

13. Knappe does not teach if a call can not be assigned on a best fit basis, for assigning the 
call to a DSP utilizing a load balancing pool, which indicates the number of calls on each DSP. 

14. Milovanovic teaches col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) if a call can not be 
assigned on a best fit basis, for assigning the call to a DSP utilizing a load balancing pool (S840), 
which indicates the number of calls on each DSP. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art to adapt load balancing taught by Milovanovic to Knappe's system to avoid loss or 
congestion within the system. 

15. Regarding claim 5, Knappe teaches (fig. 1) a method of allocating a plurality of resources 
to handle tasks, said tasks utilizing a plurality of different amounts of resources, said tasks being 
arranged in resource requirement groups, the tasks in each resource requirement group requiring 
substantially the same amount of resources (col. 2, line 41 - col. 3, line 6; col. 4, lines 31-49), 
said method including the steps of: first determining if a task can be assigned to a resource on a 
best fit basis utilizing a best fit pool which indicates the resources that would be substantially 
fully loaded by a task in the associated resource group (col. 3, lines 7 - 56). 

1 6. Knappe does not teach if a task can not be assigned on a best fit basis, assigning the task 
to a resource utilizing a load balancing pool, which indicates the number of tasks, assigned to 
each resource. 

17. Milovanovic teaches col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) if a task can not be 
assigned on a best fit basis, assigning the task to a resource utilizing a load balancing pool, which 
indicates the number of tasks, assigned to each resource. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to adapt load balancing taught by Milovanovic to Knappe's system to 
avoid loss or congestion within the system. 

18. Regarding claim 6, Knappe inherently teaches the resource requirement groups take into 
account which codecs have the same first channel penalty, because the channel penalty takes into 
account the distribution of bandwidth (the encoding metric). 
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19. Regarding claim 7, Knappe teaches (fig. 1) a method of allocating tasks to a plurality of 
DSPs to handle calls in a voice gateway (16, 20) that receives calls, said calls utilizing a plurality 
of different codecs, at least some of said codecs requiring different amounts of DSP resources 
method including the steps of: establishing a best fit pool which has a number of codec resource 
groups, the codecs in each codec resource group utilizing the same amount of DSP resource (col. 
4, lines 31-49), and for each particular resource group indicating which DSPs would be fully 
loaded, first determining if a particular call can be assigned to a DSP based on the information in 
the best fit pool (col. 2, line 41 - col. 3, line 6). 

20. Knappe does not teach if they were assigned a call using a codec in the particular 
resource group, establishing a load balancing pool which indicates the number of calls on each 
codec, and if a call can not be assigned on a best fit basis, assigning said particular call on a load 
balancing basis using the information in said load balancing pool. 

21. Milovanovic teaches col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) if they were assigned a call 
using a codec in the particular resource group, establishing a load balancing pool which indicates 
the number of calls on each codec, and if a call can not be assigned on a best fit basis, assigning 
said particular call on a load balancing basis using the information in said load balancing pool. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt load balancing taught by 
Milovanovic to BCnappe's system to avoid loss or congestion within the system. 

22. Regarding claim 8, Knappe teaches a system for allocating tasks to a plurality of DSPs to 
handle calls in a voice gateway (16, 20) that receives calls, said calls utilizing a plurality of 
different coders, at least some of said codecs requiring different amounts of DSP resources, said 
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system including: a best fit pool which has a number of codec resource groups, the coders in 
each codec resource group utilizing the same amount of DSP resource to handle a call, and for 
each particular resource group indicating which DSPs would be fully loaded if they were 
assigned a call using a codec in the particular resource group, means for determining if a 
particular call can be assigned to a DSP based on the information in the best fit pool (col. 2, line 
41-col. 3, line 6). 

23. Knappe does not teach a load balancing pool which indicates the number of calls on each 
codec, and means operable if a call can not be assigned on a best fit basis, for assigning said 
particular call on a load balancing basis using the information in said load balancing pool. 

24. Milovanovic teaches (col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) a load balancing pool 
which indicates the number of calls on each codec, and means operable if a call can not be 
assigned on a best fit basis for assigning the particular call on a load balancing basis using the 
information in said load balancing pool. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to adapt load balancing taught by Milovanovic to Knappe's system to avoid loss or 
congestion within the system. 

25. Regarding claim 9, BCnappe teaches (col. 2, line 41 - col. 3, line 6) the calls are assigned 
on a best fit basis using a best fit pool. 

26. Regarding claim 10, Knappe teaches (fig. 1) the best fit pool has a number of codec 
resource groups, the codecs (17B, 19B) in each codec resource group utilizing the same amount 
of DSP resource, and for each particular resource group said pool indicates which DSPs would 
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be fully loaded if they were assigned a call using a codec in the particular resource group (col. 3, 
line 15-67). 

27. Regarding claim 11, Milovanovic teaches (col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) the 
calls are assigned on a load balancing basis using a load balancing pool. 

28. Regarding claim 12, Milovanovic teaches col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) the 
load balancing pool indicates the number of calls on each codec. 

29. Regarding claim 13, Knappe inherently teaches the codecs in each resource group have 
the same first channel penalty, because the channel penalty takes into account the distribution of 
bandwidth (the encoding metric). 

30. Regarding claim 14, Knappe teaches (col. 3, lines 15-67) the calls are assigned on a best 
fit basis using a best fit pool. 

3 1 . Regarding claim 15, BCnappe teaches the best fit pool has a number of codec resource 
groups, the codecs in each codec resource group utilizing the same amount of DSP resource (col. 
2, line 41 - col. 3, line 6; col. 4, lines 31-49), and for each particular resource group said pool 
indicates which DSPs would be fiiUy loaded if they were assigned a call using a codec in the 
particular resource group (fig. 1). 
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32. Regarding claim 16, Milovanovic teaches (col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) the 
calls are assigned on a load balancing basis using a load balancing pool. 

33. Regarding claim 17, Milovanovic teaches (col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) the 
load balancing pool indicates the number of calls on each codec. 

34. Regarding claim 18, Knappe inherently the codecs in each resource group have the same 
first channel penalty, because the channel penalty takes into account the distribution of 

bandwidth (the encoding metric). 

35. Regarding claim 19, Knappe inherently teaches the best fit pool also indicates for each 
particular resource group the DSPs that are executing calls that have a first channel penalty 
corresponding to the first channel penalty of the codecs in the particular resource group, because 
the channel penalty takes into account the distribution of bandwidth (the encoding metric). 

36. Regarding claim 20, Knappe inherently teaches the best fit pool also indicates for each 
particular resource group the DSPs that are executing calls that have a first channel penalty 
corresponding to the first channel penalty of the codecs in the particular resource group, because 
the channel penalty takes into account the distribution of bandwidth (the encoding metric). 

37. Regarding claim 21, Knappe teaches (fig. 1) computer readable medium having stored 
thereon sequences of instructions for allocating a plurality of resources to handle tasks, said tasks 
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utilizing a plurality of different amounts of resources, said tasks being arranged in resource 
requirement groups, the tasks in each resource requirement group requiring substantially the 
same amount of resources (col. 4, lines 31-49), said sequences of instructions including 
instructions for: first determining if a task can be assigned to a resource on a best fit basis 
utilizing a best fit pool which indicates the resources that would be substantially fiiUy loaded by 
a task in the associated resource group (col. 2, line 41 - col. 3, line 67), 

38. Knappe does not teach if a task can not be assigned on a best fit basis, assigning the task 
to a resource utilizing a load balancing pool, which indicates the number of tasks, assigned to 
each resource. 

39. Milovanovic teaches (col. 5, lines 62-67 and col. 7, lines 3-19) if a task can not be 
assigned on a best fit basis, assigning the task to a resource utilizing a load balancing pool which 
indicates the number of tasks assigned to each resource. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to adapt load balancing taught by Milovanovic to Knappe 's system to 
avoid loss or congestion within the system. 

40. Regarding claim 22, Knappe inherently teaches a computer readable medium having 
stored thereon sequences of instructions for allocating a plurality of resources to handle tasks 
where the resource requirement groups take into account which codecs have the same first 
channel penalty, because the channel penalty takes into account the distribution of bandwidth 
(the encoding metric). 
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41 . Regarding claim 23, Knappe teaches (col. 3, lines 15-67) a computer readable medium 
having stored thereon sequences of instructions for allocating a plurality of resources to handle 
tasks where the resources are codec utilizing DSP resources. 

Response to Arguments 

42. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-23 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

43. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Roberta A. Shand whose telephone number is 571-272-3161. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00am-5:30pm. 

44. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on 571-272-3 155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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45. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Roberta A Shand 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2616 



/Huy D. Vu/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2616 



